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The	concept	of	ideological	configuration	is	proposed	to	refer	to	a	complex	of	ideological	attitudes	–	Right-Wing	Authoritarianism	(RWA)	and	Social	Domi-
nance	Orientation	(SDO)	–	based	on	a	shared	core	of	derogation	of	outgroups.	This	concept	is	used	in	two	surveys,	in	Chile	and	in	Germany,	to	predict	
attitudes	toward	foreigners.	Analyses	using	structural	equation	modeling	(SEM)	showed	that	a	second-order	factor	involving	RWA	and	SDO	predicts	hostility	
toward	foreigners	in	Germany	and	affection	toward	Peruvian	and	Argentinean	immigrants	in	Chile.	This	prediction	was	stronger	in	Germany	than	in	Chile.	
The	difference	in	strength	is	discussed	in	terms	of	the	kind	of	measurements,	different	contexts	of	migration,	and	characteristics	of	the	immigrants.	Further	
research	using	the	concept	of	ideological	configuration	is	proposed.
Ideological Configurations and Prediction of 
Attitudes toward Immigrants in Chile and Germany
Héctor	Carvacho,	Graduate	School	“Group-Focused	Enmity”,	University	of	Bielefeld,	Germany
Research in social sciences and particularly in social psy-
chology has tried to explain the derogation of others using 
different notions of ideology (Billig 1982). Since The Au-
thoritarian Personality was published (Adorno et al. 1950), 
most definitions in psychology describe ideology as an 
organization of attitudes, values, and beliefs giving mean-
ing to political and social behaviors (Jost 2006). The concept 
of ideological configurations is proposed here to describe 
the articulation and constellation of certain ideological atti-
tudes. One specific ideological configuration, encompassing 
the common core between Social Dominance Orientation 
(SDO) and Right-Wing Authoritarianism (RWA), is used to 
predict attitudes toward others.
This article compares the prediction of attitudes toward 
foreigners in Chile and Germany by using the ideological 
configurations of the general population in both countries, 
employing a comparative perspective with cross-cultural 
data. Research on attitudes toward immigrants and immi-
gration using this approach has increased recently (Ceo-
banu and Escandell 2010; Citrin and Sides 2008; Meuleman 
et al. 2009), but it has been mainly used in surveys in North 
America and Europe. This article takes up the challenge 
of including countries outside of these regions, where 
migration has different characteristics. The comparison of 
attitudes toward immigrants and immigration between Eu-
ropean countries and the United States has shown that in-
dividual ideological variables (e.g. political orientation, pref-
erence for cultural and religious homogeneity, and so on) 
are stronger predictors than country-level variables such as 
GDP, unemployment rate, or size of the migrant population 
(Citrin and Sides 2008; Sides and Citrin 2007). Investigating 
whether these findings are replicated in a different cultural 
context, such as Chile, becomes particularly relevant.
Portions of this research were previously presented at 
the Inaugural Conference of the Centre for Research 
in Political Psychology, Queen’s University Belfast 
(2010); at the International Conference on Dis-
crimination and Tolerance in Intergroup Relations, 
Jena, Germany (2010); and at the Colloquium of 
the Graduate School “Group-Focused Enmity” at 
Universität Bielefeld, where I received several useful 
comments and suggestions. For comments on earlier 
versions of this article I would like to thank Viktoria 
Spaiser, Philipp Süsenbach, and the anonymous 
reviewers. I am also grateful to Jost Reinecke for his 
methodological advice. Finally, I appreciate the sup-
port and thoroughness from the guest editors of the 
focus section, Katharina Schmid and Andreas Zick, 
which helped the article to reach its current state.
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In addition, the definition of ideological configurations 
used here enriches the theoretical discussion of attitudes 
toward immigrants, because it is based on ideological at-
titudes (RWA and SDO) that have been widely used in dif-
ferent cultural contexts. The approach laid out in this study 
could be used in further research in different regions as a 
way to avoid the problem of contextual dependence of more 
specific ideological issues, focusing on the cross-cultural 
comparison of relations between variables.
This article belongs to the research tradition of the study of 
attitudes and prejudice research, which takes up the challenge 
of predicting discriminatory behavior. For example, meta-an-
alytic studies have shown an important correlation between 
attitudes and behavior (Dovidio et al. 1996; Schütz and Six 
1996). More recently, using experimental designs (Dovidio et 
al. 2004) and longitudinal data (Wagner, Christ and Pettigrew 
2008), the causal relationship has been tested, concluding that 
prejudice predicts behavior. Identifying how attitudes lead to 
discrimination is a central task in conflict research, because a 
better understanding of this phenomenon has great potential 
for preventing conflict and discrimination.
1. Ideological Configurations
Even though a psychological component has been part of 
the discussion of the concept of ideology from the very 
beginning – for example in the Marxist notion of false 
consciousness (as outlined in The German Ideology) – 
research on social psychology of intergroup conflict has 
just started to use this notion systematically, drawing on 
research into authoritarianism mainly since the publication 
of The Authoritarian Personality (Adorno et al. 1950; see also 
Fromm 1942). Initially, the impact of Theodor Adorno and 
his colleagues’ writings was not widespread. For example, 
in Gordon Allport’s The Nature of Prejudice (Allport 1954) 
– probably the most influential work in prejudice research 
– the concept of ideology does not play an important role in 
the author’s arguments, although some of his propositions 
could be interpreted to include ideological components.
Criticisms of The Authoritarian Personality, especially con-
cerning methodological issues (Funke 2005), kept research 
on authoritarianism in the background for many years. 
But after Robert Altemeyer published Right-Wing Authori-
tarianism (Altemeyer 1981), methodological problems were 
partially left behind while an increasing number of scholars 
have considered ideology as a relevant concept to explain 
the derogation of others. Since then, the measurement of 
RWA has been widely used in social psychology.
Research on authoritarianism has not been the only field to 
include ideology as a key concept. Starting in the seventies, 
Social Identity Theory, or SIT (Tajfel and Turner 1986) pro-
posed the importance of “individuals’ belief systems about 
the nature and the structure of the relations between social 
groups in their society” (p. 9) to understanding the stability 
of group hierarchies. More recently, two new theories have 
been proposed with a focus on ideology, based on some of 
the basic assumptions of SIT: Social Dominance Theory 
(Sidanius and Pratto 1999) and System Justification Theory 
(Jost and Banaji 1994). The former argues that a general 
orientation toward social dominance (SDO) can enhance 
or attenuate hierarchies (captured by the two dimensions 
of SDO: support for group-based dominance and opposi-
tion to equality), via legitimizing myths such as prejudices. 
System Justification Theory has concentrated on psycho-
logical mechanisms, such as stereotyping, that have the 
ideological function of justifying the system and the status 
quo – even among groups where this justification could 
work against self or group interests. Measurements of RWA 
and SDO have been extensively used in social psychology 
to predict attitudes such as prejudice toward outgroups. 
This prediction has been tested in different cultural con-
texts (Duriez, Van Hiel, and Kossowska 2005; Pratto et al. 
2000; cf. Lehmiller and Schmitt 2007), and toward multiple 
groups, for example, in the form of a syndrome of prejudice 
(Bäckström and Björklund 2007; Zick et al. 2008).
RWA and SDO were developed to capture the ideologi-
cal background of intergroup attitudes across societies. 
Authors of these theories were expecting to define a 
general ideological orientation that applies in many dif-
ferent contexts. The definition and operationalization of 
these concepts allowed researchers to find similar patterns 
independent of context. However, some evidence shows that 
both ideological attitudes are context-dependent and sensi-
tive to group dynamics (Jetten and Iyer 2010). For example, 
Kreindler (2005) suggested that both variables depend on 
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group processes; SDO reflects category differentiation, 
based on group membership, whereas RWA reflects norma-
tive differentiation, based on group prototypicality.
In order to avoid this problem, here both concepts are 
treated as ideological attitudes, that is, as basic evaluations 
of ideological objects such as social hierarchies, norms, 
group boundaries, and so on. However, the definition of the 
concept of attitude itself is not free of problems, specially 
regarding the stability of attitudes. Attitudes have been 
defined as constructed on the spot from accessible infor-
mation, and yet also as stable entities stored in memory 
(Bohner and Dickel 2011). According to recent findings, 
the proximity of the attitude’s object strongly affects the 
stability of the attitude, with attitudes regarding proximal 
objects being more volatile than attitudes regarding distal 
objects (Ledgerwood, Trope, and Chaiken 2010). If this is 
so, ideological attitudes such as RWA and SDO, which refer 
to very abstract objects such as group hierarchies or norms, 
should be generally stable. Whether these constructs are 
stable enough to be shared in different contexts, with fixed 
meanings, as values seem to be (Fischer and Schwartz 2010), 
is an empirical question that remains open.
The relationship between RWA and SDO has been explored, 
first by Altemeyer (1998), who described how these measure-
ments work in a complementary way, the dominant and the 
authoritarian being two complementary groups, although, 
he also found (Altemeyer 2004) that people with high levels 
of both variables are extremely prejudiced. Next, John 
Duckitt and his colleagues proposed a dual process model, 
distinguishing how each concept predicts prejudice based 
on different motivations: RWA is a response to perception 
of the world as dangerous, and SDO is a response to percep-
tion of the world as competitive (Duckitt et al. 2002). Taking 
up the challenge of disentangling the relationship between 
RWA and SDO, an increasing number of researchers have 
extended Duckitt’s findings. J. Christopher Cohrs and Frank 
Asbrock (2009) found experimental evidence in support 
of Duckitt’s theory regarding RWA, but not for SDO. Lotte 
Thomsen et al. (2008) showed that RWA predicts negative at-
titudes toward immigrant groups who do not assimilate into 
the dominant culture, because this violates ingroup confor-
mity, and SDO predicts negative attitudes toward immigrant 
groups who do assimilate into the dominant culture. Finally, 
in recent years, a new line of research has focused on iden-
tifying moderators of the relationship between the two con-
cepts, finding, for example, that political interest heightens 
the correlation, whereas religious identity works in the op-
posite direction (Dallago et al. 2008). Michele Roccato and 
Luca Ricolfi (2005) found that the correlation between the 
two concepts was higher in countries with strong ideological 
contrasts and that, within these countries, the relation was 
greater in adult samples than in student samples.
However, there is not much research dealing with both 
concepts’ shared derogation of others as a common defining 
core, although this derogation is differently motivated. Re-
garding RWA, this element refers mainly to justification of 
and support for punishing the deviants, which is captured 
in the notion of authoritarian aggression (see Passini 2008), 
one of the three components proposed by Altemeyer (1981). 
In SDO derogation is included in the idea of superiority of 
some groups over others, mainly present on the dimension 
of group-based dominance (Sidanius and Pratto 1999).
The concept of ideological configuration is proposed to refer 
to the organization of ideological attitudes. While ideologi-
cal configurations can be defined at many levels (individual, 
group, society), in this article the configuration is assessed 
at the individual level. Specifically, one possible ideologi-
cal configuration is used here to predict attitudes toward 
immigrants and immigration, based on the derogative com-
ponent of RWA and SDO. Given the definition of RWA and 
SDO as ideological attitudes, this ideological configuration 
is expected to show (a) a certain stability across societies, 
even though under moderating influences; and (b) a strong 
prediction of attitudes toward outgroups.
2. Migration and Prejudice in Chile and Germany
There is a great disparity in the number of studies con-
ducted in Germany and Chile. Germany has a longstanding 
research tradition in social psychology involving intergroup 
and ideological attitudes. For instance, in recent years Ger-
man researchers have shown that prejudice toward immi-
grants is related to ideologies of assimilation and segrega-
tion in acculturation preferences among majority-group 
members (Zick et al. 2001); that the differentiated prediction 
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of prejudice proposed by Duckitt et al. (2002) works better 
for RWA than for SDO (Cohrs and Asbrock 2009); that 
RWA and SDO are some of the strongest predictors of prej-
udice toward immigrants (Pettigrew, Wagner, and Christ 
2007); and that both attitudes strongly predict Group-Fo-
cused Enmity, a syndrome of generalized prejudice against 
several groups at the same time (Zick et al. 2008).
Yet research in Chile concerning these topics is relatively 
scare, with only a few studies published to date. SDO and 
RWA measurements have been rarely used, with some 
exceptions: A panel study with students explored the rela-
tionship between social attitudes and religion (González et 
al. 2008). An SDO scale was recently tested and validated 
in Chile (Cárdenas et al. 2010). Published results on the 
relationship between RWA and political identity showed 
that RWA is, as expected, stronger among right-wingers 
(González et al. 2005); that it is predicted by a nonlinear in-
teraction between socioeconomic level and political identity 
(Haye et al. 2009); and that it decreases with high income, 
although not for right-wingers after controlling for educa-
tion (Carvacho and Haye 2008).
Publications concerning prejudice or intergroup attitudes 
toward immigrants are not common in Chile. Roberto 
González (2005) presented some research about prejudice 
toward different minorities, showing that levels of prejudice 
toward Peruvian immigrants are among the highest in 
Chile, just below prejudice toward poor people and Roma-
nies. Manuel Cárdenas and his colleagues (Cárdenas 2006; 
Cárdenas et al. 2007) published some results showing high 
levels of subtle and blatant prejudice toward Bolivian im-
migrants among student samples. The only current article 
the author is aware of that explores the relationship between 
RWA and attitudes toward immigrants in Chile (Boliv-
ians in this case) describes the expected pattern: prejudiced 
people show a high level of RWA (Cárdenas 2007).
The evidence of these Chilean studies leads us to expect 
the same results observed in most western societies to be 
replicated in Chile. Consequently, a strong relationship be-
tween SDO, RWA, and attitudes toward immigrant groups 
is hypothesized. However, a detailed description of this rela-
tionship is required to illustrate immigration in Chile from 
a psychological viewpoint.
There are two important reasons for the disparity in the 
amount of research on immigration and ideological at-
titudes between Germany and Chile. First, research on 
these topics in social psychology in Chile started just in the 
last decade, with the field still in the process of consolida-
tion. Second, until now the phenomenon of immigration 
has been more relevant in Germany than in Chile (Mar-
tínez Pizarro 2005; Pettigrew et al. 2007; Zick, Pettigrew, 
and Wagner 2008). According to estimates by the United 
Nations, in 2005, 12.9% of the German population were 
foreigners, while in Chile only 1.4% of the population came 
from other countries. The number of immigrants in Ger-
many has greatly increased since 1960, when they consti-
tuted only 2.8% of the population. In Chile, the percentage 
of immigrants was the same in 2005 as in 1960 (United 
Nations 2009). However, the Chilean government estimated 
a 71.9% increase in the number of foreigners living in Chile 
from 2002 to 2008, most of them being Peruvians (33.9%) 
and Argentineans (18.7%). Peruvians are the group with 
the most significant rise in the immigration rate (Martínez 
Pizarro 2003; Ministry of the Interior, Chile, 2009).
A comparison of Germany and Chile could indicate 
whether there are similarities in the structure of the rela-
tionship between ideological attitudes and attitudes toward 
foreigners in those different contexts. It is hypothesized that 
both countries have a similar ideological configuration that 
predicts attitudes toward immigrants.
3. The Chilean Study
3.1. Sample
The relationship among RWA, SDO, and positive attitudes 
toward Peruvian and Argentinean immigrants was explored 
in a survey of the general population in Santiago, Chile, in 
the context of a large study of the political culture of Chil-
eans.1 The sample is composed of 663 Chilean adults living 
1 This study was founded by FONDECYT, 
Gobierno de Chile, grant no. 1050887.
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in Santiago. It was selected in a two-stage procedure. The 
first stage resulted in a random selection of an equal number 
of city blocks from each of three socioeconomic levels. In 
the second stage, a maximum of five interviews per block – 
based on assigned quotas of sex and age – were conducted by 
trained interviewers at participants’ residences.
3.2. Measurements
Right-Wing Authoritarianism was measured using a four-
item scale based on Altmeyer’s RWA scale (Altemeyer 1981; 
Altemeyer 1998). As usual, items including the dimensions 
of authoritarian aggression (3 items) and authoritarian sub-
mission (1 item) loaded on one factor in the factor analysis. 
The conventionalism dimension was not included.
Social Dominance Orientation was measured via a 4-item 
scale assessing the first dimension of SDO, group-based 
dominance. The items were translated into Spanish from 
the SDO6 scale (Sidanius and Pratto 1999).
Affection toward Immigrants was measured with a three-
item scale used with two target groups, Argentineans and 
Peruvians, as these are the biggest migrant groups. The 
items contained questions about how much people like the 
target group; how much people admire the target group; 
and how much they trust them. All the scales present good 
enough reliability statistics, as can be seen in Table 1. The 
full list of the used items in Spanish is in Appendix 1.
Table 1: Cronbach’s Alpha of scales used in the Chilean study
Scales
Cronbach’s	
Alpha
No.	of		
items
n
Missing	
values
RWA 0.78 4 650 13
SDO 0.65 4 650 13
Affection	toward	Peruvians 0.88 3 636 27
Affection	toward	Argentineans 0.86 3 639 24
3.3. Results
3.3.1. Measurement Models
Confirmatory factor analysis was used to test the proposed 
model. All the analyses presented in this and the following 
sections were carried out using the software Mplus, version 
5.21 (Muthén and Muthén 1998–2007). Full information 
maximum likelihood (FIML) estimation for missing values 
was used to deal with incomplete data (1.15% of missing 
values).
A first measurement model (M1), using the maximum 
likelihood estimator (as in all the following estimations), 
was computed. In this model all the scales described in the 
previous section were built as latent variables predicting 
the observed variables (items). A second-order factor based 
on the latent variables of RWA and SDO was calculated in 
order to identify the common core shared by these ideo-
logical attitudes. Thus, the ideological configuration in M1 
was built as a second-order latent variable predicting the 
ideological attitudes. A second-order factor of affection 
toward immigrants was also built, based on the attitudes 
toward Argentineans and Peruvians (first-order latent 
variables). One additional path correlating the measure-
ment error of two similar items from the scales of affection 
toward Peruvians and Argentineans (which differ only in 
the target) was included in order to improve the model, 
which presented adequate fit indices (χ2 = 167.106; df = 71; 
p < 0.01; CFI = 0.973; RMSEA = 0.045; SRMR = 0.039). In 
Table 2, the standardized coefficients of the items’ loadings 
are provided.
In addition, a second model (M2) was estimated. Whereas 
M1 included second-order latent variables, M2 did not, using 
the first-order ideological factors instead. This model was 
based on the theoretical definitions of RWA and SDO as two 
differently motivated predictors of intergroup attitudes (e.g., 
Duckitt et al. 2002), which led us to expect that both vari-
ables predict intergroup attitudes separately. Hence, the only 
difference between M1 and M2 was that the latter did not in-
clude the second-order ideological factor and the first-order 
ideological factors were correlated. The fit indices of M2 were 
identical to those in M1 since the models are equivalent, 
which means that they have the same number of estimated 
parameters, identical fit indices, covariance, correlation and 
other moment matrices, and residuals (Hershberger 2006). 
The standardized coefficients for this model are also in Table 
2. The structural equation modeling (SEM) presented in the 
next section was carried out using both measurement mod-
els in order to compare the prediction of prejudice based on 
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a single ideological factor with the one based on RWA and 
SDO as different predictors.2
Table 2: Standardized coefficients for M1 and M2
Observed	and	latent	variables M1 M2
RWA
RWA1 0.47* 0.47*
RWA2 0.83* 0.83*
RWA3 0.83* 0.83*
RWA4 0.63* 0.63*
SDO
SDO1 0.52* 0.52*
SDO2 0.52* 0.52*
SDO3 0.65* 0.65*
SDO4 0.58* 0.58*
Affection	toward	Peruvians
AFEPER1 0.83* 0.83*
AFEPER2 0.82* 0.82*
AFEPER3 0.89* 0.89*
Affection	toward	Argentineans
AFEARG1 0.83* 0.83*
AFEARG2 0.80* 0.80*
AFEARG3 0.83* 0.83*
Affection	toward	Immigrants
Affection	toward	Peruvians 0.90* 0.90*
Affection	toward	Argentineans 0.68* 0.68*
Ideological	Configuration
RWA 0.91*
SDO 0.58*
Affection	toward	Immigrants	 −0.37*
Correlations
AFEPER2	with	AFEARG2 0.33* 0.33*
RWA	with	SDO 0.53*
Affection	toward	Immigrants	with	RWA −0.34*
Affection	toward	Immigrants	with	SDO −0.22*
*	Coefficient	is	significant	at	p	<	0,001.
3.3.2. Structural Equation Modeling
In M1, the ideological configuration explained 83% of 
the variance of RWA and 33.3% of the variance of SDO. 
Therefore, as expected, ideological configuration strongly 
predicts ideological attitudes because they share a central 
core. Once regressed, the ideological configuration nega-
tively predicted affection toward immigrants, with the more 
authoritarian and social dominant reporting less affection 
toward immigrants. The standardized regression coefficient 
had a medium strength (β = −0.37; p < 0,01) and explained 
14% of the variance of the criterion.
In M2, affection toward immigrants was regressed on RWA 
and SDO. Due to the correlation of both predictors, they 
competed in the prediction of attitudes toward immigrants. 
As a result, SDO did not predict significantly the criterion 
(β = −0.05). On the contrary, RWA was negatively and 
significantly related with affection toward immigrants (β = 
−0.31; p < 0.01). Both predictors together explained 12% of 
the variance of the criterion.
According to the dual process model (Duckitt et al. 2002), 
the stronger prediction of RWA should be explained by the 
assumption that in Chile immigrants are perceived as dan-
gerous for the ingroup, probably threatening the ingroup’s 
values. Further research should test this assumption.
Even though both models have the same fit indices and 
explained almost the same variance of affection toward im-
migrants, M1 is preferable as an explicative model because 
of its theoretical parsimony.3 This parsimony is expressed by 
the explained variance in the criterion, which is based on 
one single path coming from a unique ideological indica-
tor. Thus, the common core of derogation of others between 
RWA and SDO proposed here as an ideological configura-
tion was successfully used to predict attitudes toward immi-
grants in Chile, with at least the same explanatory power as 
the prediction based on the separate ideological attitudes.
2 Additional models including the second 
dimension of SDO, opposition to equality, were 
also computed. However, since they didn’t show 
the expected behavior they were excluded from 
analyses in both surveys. Theoretically opposition 
to equality should show identical but mirrored 
relations as group-based dominance. Whether this 
is a measurement problem, for instance based on 
the wording of the items, or a conceptual differ-
ence, as Jost and Thompson (2000) suggested, 
should be solved with additional evidence.
3 Statistically the models are equivalent, hence they 
have identical number of parameters estimated. 
For the concept of parsimony see Preacher 2006.
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4. The German Study
4.1. Sample
The second survey included the same ideological attitudes 
and indicators of hostility toward foreigners in a German 
national representative sample of people older than sixteen 
with no migration background (n = 1740). Those variables 
were employed in a larger study on prejudice, conducted in 
2006 using telephone interviews.4
4.2. Measurements
Right-Wing Authoritarianism was measured with a three-
item scale, based on Altmeyer (1981; 1998). As in the Chilean 
study, only the dimensions of authoritarian aggression (2 
items) and authoritarian submission (1 item) were included, 
but not conventionalism.
Social Dominance Orientation: In the German survey, SDO 
was measured with a three-item scale. These items were 
taken from the SDO6 scale (Sidanius and Pratto 1999).
Hostility toward Foreigners.5 A four-item scale was used ask-
ing participants about topics such as considering foreigners 
a burden for the welfare system, that there are too many 
foreigners living in Germany or in the educational system, 
and that when jobs are scarce foreigners should be send it 
back. The content of the items refers to what the literature 
calls attitudes toward immigration, which has been shown 
to be very difficult to distinguish from attitudes toward 
immigrants. In fact, both variables are strongly connected, 
empirically and theoretically (Ceobanu and Escandell 2010).
A full item list in German is in Appendix 2. The reliability 
of the scales was satisfactory (see Table 3).
Table 3: Cronbach’s Alpha of scales used in the German study
Scales
Cronbach’s	
Alpha
No.	of		
items
n
Missing	
values
RWA 0.74 3 1681 59
SDO 0.63 3 1677 63
Hostility	to	foreigners 0.81 4 1593 147
4.3. Results
4.3.1. Measurement Models
As in the Chilean survey, FIML estimation for missing val-
ues was used to complete the data (1.59% of missing values), 
and all the analyses were carried out in Mplus, version 5.21, 
using the maximum likelihood estimator.
Measurement models with the same structure were com-
puted. First, M3 included a second-order ideological factor 
built with both ideological measurements, in order to iden-
tify the common core of the ideology of derogation. This 
model also included the indicators of hostility against for-
eigners, a latent variable predicting four observed variables. 
The fit indices of M3 were acceptable (χ2 = 172.206; df = 32; p 
< 0.01; CFI = 0.973; RMSEA = 0.050; SRMR = 0.034). No ad-
ditional path was needed to fit the model. The standardized 
coefficients of this model are shown in Table 4.
Second, M4 was computed without the second-order ideo-
logical factor, and it included the correlations between all the 
latent variables (see Table 4). This model presented the same 
fit indices as M3 because these are also equivalent models.
In order to confirm whether the strong relationship between 
the latent variables in both models is due to multicollinearity, 
additional factor analyses were carried out. Models where the 
observed variables loaded on one factor, on two independent 
factors (an ideological and a hostility factor), on two related 
factors, and on three independent factors were computed. 
Even though these models were more parsimonious than M3 
and M4, none of them explained sufficient variance to fit the 
data properly.6 Since the equivalent solutions, one based on 
4 This study was conducted by the Institute 
of Interdisciplinary Research in Conflict and 
Violence (IKG), Universität Bielefeld.
5 “Foreigner” is used to refer to the Ger-
man word Ausländer (Zick et al. 2001).
6 Fit indices for alternative models: 1 factor χ2 
= 1002,312; df = 35; p < 0,01; CFI = 0,813; RM-
SEA = 0,126; SRMR = 0,071), 2 independent 
factors (χ2 = 1413,688; df = 35; p < 0,01; CFI = 
0,734; RMSEA = 0,150; SRMR = 0,198), 2 re-
lated factors (χ2 = 671,105; df = 34; p < 0,01; CFI = 
0,877; RMSEA = 0,104; SRMR = 0,065), 3 inde-
pendent factors (χ2 = 1131,196; df = 35; p < 0,01; 
CFI = 0,789; RMSEA = 0,134; SRMR = 0,203).
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three related factors and the other including a second-order 
ideological factor, were the best available solutions, the alter-
native models were not considered for additional analyses.
In the two selected models, further statistics were taken into 
account to check multicollinearity. The correlations of the 
parameter estimates were checked. No values above 0.95 
were detected, meaning that the parameters in the model 
were estimated independent of each other. Since multicol-
linearity can affect the stability of the parameter estimates, 
the standard errors tend to be larger than usual. However, 
this is not the case in any of the models, where standard 
errors stay below 0.1. Finally, considering this statistical 
evidence and the fact that the measurements were based on 
conventional scales widely tested in prejudice research, the 
problem of multicollinearity could be ruled out.
Table 4: Standardized coefficients for M3 and M4
Observed	and	latent	variables M3 M4
RWA
RWA1 0.72* 0.72*
RWA2 0.84* 0.84*
RWA3 0.57* 0.57*
SDO
SDO1 0.63* 0.63*
SDO2 0.65* 0.65*
SDO3 0.57* 0.57*
Hostility	to	Foreigners
HF1 0.74* 0.74*
HF2 0.86* 0.86*
HF3 0.54* 0.54*
HF4 0.71* 0.71*
Ideological	Configuration
RWA 0.71*
SDO 0.63*
Hostility	to	Foreigners	 0.93*
Correlations
RWA	with	SDO 0.44*
Hostility	to	Foreigners	with	RWA 0.73*
Hostility	to	Foreigners	with	SDO 0.59*
*	Coefficient	is	significant	at	p	<	0.001.
4.3.2. Structural Equation Modeling
An SEM was conducted based on M3. RWA and SDO had 
a strong loading in the second-order ideological factor 
(see Table 4). Hostility toward foreigners was regressed on 
ideological configuration. Results showed a very strong 
relationship between both variables: 87% of the variance of 
hostility toward foreigners was explained by the ideological 
configuration.
Using M4, hostility toward foreigners was regressed on 
RWA and SDO. As a result, both predictors presented 
significant standardized regression coefficients: RWA = 0.50 
and SDO = 0.37 (p < 0.001). Thus, the ideological attitudes 
together explained 54% of the variance of hostility toward 
foreigners. In contrast with the results in Chile, in the 
German survey both predictors play a role in explaining 
attitudes toward foreigners. It could be interpreted that this 
group is perceived as both dangerous for the ingroup and 
competitive with it.
When hostility toward foreigners was predicted by the ideo-
logical configuration, the explained variance is over 30% 
greater than when predicted by the ideological attitudes 
separately. In addition to the theoretical parsimony of the 
model involving ideological configuration, the relevant dif-
ference in explanatory power supports the use of this model 
when predicting attitudes toward foreigners. Choosing the 
model with more explanatory power is considered to be a 
valid criterion in cases of statistical equivalence (Hersh-
berger 2006).
4.4. Summary of Results
Ideological configurations were suggested as a way to 
improve the understanding of derogative behaviors. This 
article presented one possible ideological configuration 
operationalized as a second-order factor built using ideo-
logical attitudes (RWA and SDO). As expected, in both 
samples the ideological attitudes loaded strongly on the 
second-order factor involving the proposed ideological 
configuration.
With regard to the prediction of attitudes toward foreign-
ers, both models showed equivalent good fit. In both cases 
the ideological configuration predicted attitudes toward 
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immigrants. However, the regression coefficients showed 
a stronger prediction for hostility toward foreigners in the 
German sample than for affection toward immigrants in 
the Chilean sample (see Table 5).
When the ideological configuration models were compared 
with alternative models based on approaches emphasizing 
the differentiated prediction of ideological attitudes on atti-
tudes toward immigrants, results suggested that ideological 
configuration is an equal (Chilean survey) or even superior 
predictor (German survey) compared with the separate 
ideological attitudes.
Table 5:  Ideological configuration and ideological attitudes 
predicting attitudes toward foreigners
Latent	variables β r2
M1	(Chile)
Affection	toward	Immigrants		
on	Ideological	Configuration
−0.37* 0.14
M2	(Chile)
Affection	toward	Immigrants	on: 0.12
RWA −0.31*
SDO −0.05
M3	(Germany)
Hostility	toward	Foreigners	on	Ideological	
Configuration
0.93* 0.87
M4	(Germany)
Hostility	toward	Foreigners	on: 0.54
RWA 0.50*
SDO 0.37*
*	Coefficient	is	significant	at	p	<	0.001.
5. Discussion
Results indicated empirical evidence for an ideological con-
figuration based on the derogation of others with Chilean 
and German participants. Moreover, this ideological configu-
ration could be considered as a valid way to explore the re-
lationship between ideological attitudes in different cultural 
contexts. The second-order ideological construct could be 
understood as an extreme, socially available form of adhesion 
to norms and hierarchies that led to the derogation of others.
Nevertheless, there is a difference between surveys regard-
ing the loadings of RWA and SDO on the second-order fac-
tor. In the Chilean sample the strongest loading was from 
RWA. In Germany, the two components were more or less 
equivalent. These results suggest that in Chile the ideologi-
cal configuration is based mainly on the punishment of 
deviants, whereas in Germany both mechanisms, punish-
ment of deviants and group hierarchies, are included. This 
difference between countries suggests that the ideological 
attitudes can be organized differently across societies, but 
share a common core regarding the function of the ideol-
ogy, which is to justify and fuel the derogation of outgroups. 
However, these results should be examined carefully, 
because no multigroup comparison was carried out to test 
the measurement invariance, as the scales were not based 
on exactly the same items. Further research should help test 
whether ideological configuration shares the same meaning 
across different cultures.
Ideological configuration was successfully used in Chile 
and Germany to predict attitudes toward immigrants. Its 
explanatory power was even greater than when the vari-
ables were used separately. This evidence suggests that the 
exploration of the common core of RWA and SDO should 
be included in the agenda of prejudice research. However, 
since the present studies are cross-sectional, additional 
research should also address the problem of causality, for 
example with a longitudinal design.
The difference between the countries in the prediction of 
attitudes toward foreigners can be accounted for by three 
factors. First, in the Chilean study the dependent variable 
is operationalized as affection toward Argentineans and 
Peruvians; thus, it is a positive attitude specifically directed 
toward concrete target groups. In Germany, by contrast, the 
dependent variable is hostility toward foreigners, a negative 
attitude focused on a general target, with items that can 
be considered related to the general topic of immigration. 
This problem has been previously detected in the litera-
ture (Ceobanu and Escandell 2010, Meuleman et al. 2009); 
however, it is not clear if the strong relationship (theoreti-
cal and empirical) between both kinds of attitudes can 
be empirically distinguished. For that reason, the results 
presented here have to be carefully interpreted. We might 
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expect a stronger relationship of the ideological attitudes 
with negative attitudes toward outgroups than with positive 
attitudes. But the Chilean survey’s identification of specific 
target groups could have moderated the relationship of the 
ideological attitudes with attitudes toward outgroups, by 
inhibiting the expression of negative feelings toward these 
specific outgroups.
Second, it is relatively easy to find a superordinate identity 
among Chileans, Argentineans, and Peruvians – perhaps 
a larger Latin American identity – because their countries 
share the same majority language, Spanish; the same major-
ity religion, Catholic; and the same majority ethnic back-
ground, mestizo (a mixture between Europeans and Native 
Americans).7 In contrast, in Germany the prevalent migrant 
groups come from countries in which a different language is 
spoken, such as Poland, the former Soviet Union, or Turkey; 
some have a different religious background, particularly mi-
grants from Muslims countries; and some have a different 
ethnic background, mainly the non-European immigrants. 
In this case the perceived similarity between the migrant 
group and the host country’s inhabitants would differ 
between Chile and Germany. Previous research within 
Europe and the United States has shown that the issue of 
language is one of the most important concerns in public 
opinions regarding the integration of immigrants (Citrin 
and Sides 2008).
The third factor is the history of migration. Chile has 
experienced significant immigration only in recent years, 
whereas in Germany migration has been a permanent phe-
nomenon for the last five decades. These historical experi-
ences could also produce a differentiation in the structure 
of prejudice. It would be interesting to observe if in the 
future the relationship between ideological configuration 
and attitudes toward foreigners becomes stronger in Chile 
because of the consolidation of migration groups living in 
the country.
Finally, further research regarding the concept of ideologi-
cal configuration could be useful to improve the under-
standing of discrimination toward foreigners, specially if 
this approach includes a broader cross-cultural comparison 
that allows generalizing the findings presented here to other 
societies where migration is also becoming relevant. In the 
same way, other ideological attitudes and different targets 
should be included in the analyses to provide a more com-
prehensive model of ideological configuration.
7 It should be taken into account that Uhlmann 
and others (2002) found that Chileans show higher 
preferences for white-skinned people than for mes-
tizos, and thus the argument of homogeneity among 
Latin Americans should be considered carefully.
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Appendix 1: Items included in the Chilean survey
Right-Wing Authoritarianism:
Voy a leerle un conjunto de frases que se refieren a distintos 
aspectos del mundo político, y para cada una de ellas le pido 
que me diga, de 1 a 5, su grado de acuerdo o desacuerdo (1 = 
muy en desacuerdo; 5 = muy de acuerdo):
·  Más que partidos y programas políticos, lo que nos hace 
falta es un líder que resuelva los problemas.
·  Los gobiernos deben ocupar mano dura cada vez que hay 
dificultades.
·  En vez de tanta preocupación por los derechos de las per-
sonas, lo que este país necesita es un gobierno firme.
·  Las verdaderas claves para una sociedad exitosa son la 
obediencia y la disciplina.
Social Dominance Orientation:
Voy a leerle un conjunto de frases que se refieren a distintos 
aspectos del mundo político, y para cada una de ellas le pido 
que me diga, de 1 a 5, su grado de acuerdo o desacuerdo (1 = 
muy en desacuerdo; 5 = muy de acuerdo):
·  Algunos grupos dentro de nuestro país son simplemente 
inferiores a otros.
·  En realidad no está mal que existan grupos que estén ar-
riba y otros que estén abajo.
·  En realidad no está mal que algunas personas tengan más 
oportunidades en la vida que otras.
·  Los grupos inferiores debieran quedarse donde les cor-
responde.
Affection toward Immigrants:
Piense ahora en los peruanos/argentinos que han venido a 
vivir o trabajar a Chile. Usando la siguiente tarjeta (1 = muy 
poco; 5 = mucho), por favor dígame, de 1 a 5:
·  ¿Cuánto le agradan los peruanos/argentinos?
·  ¿Cuánto los admira?
·  ¿Cuánto confía en ellos?
Appendix 2: Items included in the German survey
Right-Wing Authoritarianism:
Es gibt Meinungen die man immer wieder mal hört. Sagen 
Sie mir bitte für die folgenden Meinungen jeweils, ob sie
1. voll und ganz zustimmen
2. eher zustimmen
3. eher nicht zustimmen
4. oder überhaupt nicht zustimmen.
·  Verbrechen sollten härter bestraft werden.
·  Um Recht und Ordnung zu bewahren, sollte man härter 
gegen Außenseiter und Unruhestifter vorgehen.
·  Zu den wichtigsten Eigenschaften, die jemand haben sollte, 
gehören Gehorsam und Respekt vor dem Vorgesetzten.
Social Dominance Orientation, group-based dominance:
In Deutschland leben verschiedene Bevölkerungsgruppen. 
Wie beurteilen Sie die folgenden Meinungen
1. voll und ganz zustimmen,
2. eher zustimmen,
3. eher nicht zustimmen, oder
4. überhaupt nicht zustimmen
·  Die Gruppen, die in unserer Gesellschaft unten sind, sol-
len auch unten bleiben.
·  Es gibt Gruppen in der Bevölkerung, die weniger wert sind 
als andere.
·  Einige Bevölkerungsgruppen sind nützlicher als andere.
Hostility toward Foreigners:
Wie beurteilen Sie die folgenden Meinungen. Sagen Sie mir 
bitte jeweils, ob sie
1. voll und ganz zustimmen
2. eher zustimmen
3. eher nicht zustimmen
4. oder überhaupt nicht zustimmen.
·  Die in Deutschland lebenden Ausländer sind eine Belas-
tung für das soziale Netz.
·  Es leben zu viele Ausländer in Deutschland.
·  Die vielen ausländischen Kinder in der Schule verhindern 
eine gute Ausbildung der deutschen Kinder.
·  Wenn Arbeitsplätze knapp werden, sollte man die in 
Deutschland lebenden Ausländer wieder in ihre Heimat 
zurückschicken.
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